
UNITED STATES D I S T R I C T  COURT 
D I S T R I C T  O F  NEW JERSEY 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA : CRIMINAL COMPLAINT 

ANGELO PRISCO, 
MICHAEL VISCONTI, and 
JOHN CAPPELLI : Mag No. 06-3533 

I, the undersigned complainant, being duly sworn, state the 
following is true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
Between in or about June 2004 and July 2004 , in the District of New 
Jersey and elsewhere, the defendants ANGELO PRISCO, MICHAEL VISCONTI, 
and JOHN CAPPELLI: 

SEE ATTACHMENT A 

I further state that I am a Special Agent with the State of New 
Jersey Commission of Investigation, and that this complaint is based 
on the following facts: 

SEE ATTACHMENT B 

continued on the attached page(s) and made a part hereof. 

Special Agent 
State of New Jersey, Commission of Investigation 

Sworn t o  be fo re  me and subscr ibed  i n  my presence, 
March 6 ,  2 0 0 6 ,  a t  N e w a r k ,  N e w  J e r s ey  

HONORABLE MARK FALK 

UNITED STATES MAGISTRATE J U D G E  
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UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 

By: &- &* 
b t e v e n  DIAguanno, AUSA 



Attachment A 

Conspi red  and a g r e e d  w i t h  each o t h e r  and w i t h  o t h e r s  t o  o b s t r u c t ,  
d e l a y ,  and a f f e c t  commerce and t h e  movement of a r t i c l e s  and 
commodities i n  commerce by  e x t o r t i o n ,  by a g r e e i n g  and a t t e m p t i n g  
t o  o b t a i n ,  t h e  p r o p e r t y  of  a n o t h e r  p e r s o n ,  namely EM, w i t h  t h e  
c o n s e n t  of  such  p e r s o n ,  induced by wrongful  u s e  of  a c t u a l  and 
t h r e a t e n e d  f o r c e ,  v i o l e n c e ,  and f e a r ,  i n  v i o l a t i o n  of T i t l e  1 8  
Uni ted  S t a t e s  Code, S e c t i o n s  1 9 5 1  ( a ) ,  ( b )  ( 2 ) ,  & 2. 



Attachment B 

I, WILLIAM 5 .  QUANDT, am a Special Agent with the State of 
New Jersey Commission of Investigation who has been deputized as 
a Special Deputy United States Marshal to work on an Organized 
Crime Task Force with the Federal Bureau of Investigation duly 
appointed according to law and acting as such. I am familiar 
with the facts set forth herein through my personal participation 
in the investigation, and through oral and written reports from 
other federal agents and law enforcement officers. Where 
statements of others are related herein, they are related in 
substance and part. Since this complaint is being submitted for 
a limited purpose, I have not set forth each and every fact that 
I know concerning this investigation. Where I assert that an 
event took place on a particular date, I am asserting that it 
took place on or about the date alleged. 

1. On June 2, 2004, defendant JOHN CAPPELLI met with 
defendant MICHAEL VISCONTI at a restaurant in Edgewater, New 
Jersey. CAPPELLI, an electrical contractor with a business 
located in the Bronx, New York, told VISCONTI that one of 
CAPPELLIrs competitors, subsequently identified as EM1, was 
attempting to take business away from CAPPELLI through lower 
bids. CAPPELLI stated that he wanted VISCONTI to talk to EM to 
ensure that CAPPELLI get the business back. Defendant ANGEL0 
PRISCO subsequently arrived at the restaurant and had a private 
meeting with CAPPELLI. VISCONTI subsequently told a cooperating 
witness (hereafter "CW") that he (VISCONTI) wanted the CW to 
accompany VISCONTI during the approach of EM on behalf of 
CAPPELLI . 

2. On June 4, 2004, defendant VISCONTI informed the CW that 
the CW and VISCONTI would approach the Brooklyn guy on Monday, 
June 7, 2004,  on behalf of defendant CAPPELLI. The CW understood 
the reference to the Brooklyn guy to be a reference to EM, the 
electrical contractor who was competing with CAPPELLI. 

3. On June 5, 2004, defendant VISCONTI informed the CW that 
defendant CAPPELLI provides money to defendant PRISCO and that 
VISONTI and the CW were going to approach EM on behalf of 
CAPPELLI because of the money CAPPELLI pays to PRISCO. During a 
subsequent conversation on June 5, 2004, PRISCO told the CW that 
he (PRISCO) was aware that the CW and VISCONTI were handling that 
thing for the electrician. The CW understood this to be a 
reference to CAPPELLI. 

EM operates an electrical contracting business located in 
Brooklyn, New York. 



4 .  On June  7 ,  2004, de fendan t  VISCONTI and t h e  CW t r a v e l e d  
from New J e r s e y  t o  EM'S p l a c e  of  b u s i n e s s  i n  Brooklyn, N e w  York. 
VISCONTI t o l d  EM t o  t e r m i n a t e  a  c o n t r a c t  s i g n e d  by EM t o  p r o v i d e  
e l e c t r i c a l  s e r v i c e  t o  an  ou tdoor  f e s t i v a l ,  and t h e r e b y  f o r g o  
e l e c t r i c a l  work t h a t  d e f e n d a n t  CAPPELLI was a l s o  a t t e m p t i n g  t o  
s e c u r e .  The CW, who was p r e s e n t  when VISCONTI spoke t o  EM, 
obse rved  t h a t  EM was v i s i b l y  a f r a i d  w h i l e  VISCONTI was s p e a k i n g .  
A f t e r  l e a v i n g  EM'S p l a c e  of  b u s i n e s s ,  VISCONTI t o l d  t h e  CW t o  
t e l l  d e f e n d a n t  PRISCO what happened w i t h  EM. 

5 .  Between June 7 ,  2004, and June 24, 2004, EM d i d  n o t  
t e r m i n a t e  t h e  c o n t r a c t  a s  d i r e c t e d  by de fendan t  VISCONTI. On 
June  24, 2004, VISCONTI t o l d  t h e  CW t h a t  he (VISCONTI) was 
s e n d i n g  two guys w i t h  t h e  CW t o  h u r t  t h e  guy i n  Brooklyn.  The CW 
unders tood  t h i s  t o  be a  r e f e r e n c e  t o  EM. Defendant PRISCO 
s u b s e q u e n t l y  j o i n e d  t h e  c o n v e r s a t i o n  and asked  VISCONTI i f  he 
(VISCONTI) was t a k i n g  c a r e  of t h a t  t h i n g  f o r  him. PRISCO made a  

motion a s  i f  he was swinging a  b a s e b a l l  b a t  when he posed t h e  
q u e s t i o n  t o  VISCONTI, who responded by s t a t i n g  t h a t  he (VISCONTI) 
would hand le  i t .  The CW unders tood  t h i s  t o  be  a  f u r t h e r  
r e f e r e n c e  t o  t h e  p l a n  t o  a s s a u l t  EM. 

6 .  On J u l y  6 ,  2004, de fendan t  VISCONTI, w h i l e  t o u c h i n g  t h e  
CW on t h e  s h o u l d e r  and h i p ,  t o l d  t h e  CW b r e a k  t h e  Brooklyn guy 
up. The CW unders tood  t h i s  t o  be a  r e f e r e n c e  t o  a p l a n  t o  
a s s a u l t  EM because  of  EM'S r e f u s a l  t o  t e r m i n a t e  t h e  c o n t r a c t  and 
f o r g o  t h e  e l e c t r i c a l  work a t  t h e  ou tdoor  f e s t i v a l  i n  f a v o r  o f  
d e f e n d a n t  CAPPELLI. VISCONTI f u r t h e r  i n s t r u c t e d  t h e  CW t o  b r i n g  
i n d i v i d u a l s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  CW t o  Brooklyn t o  a s s i s t  i n  t h e  
a s s a u l t  of  EM, and t h a t  t h e  a s s a u l t  had t o  occur  b e f o r e  J u l y  8 ,  
2004, because  t h e r e  was a  meet ing  schedu led  f o r  t h a t  d a t e  
r e g a r d i n g  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  w i t h  EM. 

7 .  On J u l y  7 ,  2004, t h e  CW t r a v e l e d  t o  Brooklyn, N e w  York, 
t o  meet EM on b e h a l f  of  d e f e n d a n t s  PRISCO, VISCONTI, and 
CAPPELLI, o s t e n s i b l y  f o r  t h e  purpose  of  a s s a u l t i n g  him and 
o t h e r w i s e  u s i n g  a c t u a l  and t h r e a t e n e d  f o r c e ,  v i o l e n c e ,  and f e a r  
t o  induce  EM t o  f o r g o  e l e c t r i c a l  work i n  f a v o r  of  CAPPELLI. 
I n v e s t i g a t i v e  s t e p s  were t a k e n  i n  o r d e r  t o  p r o v i d e  t h e  CW w i t h  a  
r e a s o n  t o  a b o r t  t h e  p l a n  t o  a s s a u l t  EM. The CW s u b s e q u e n t l y  
r e p o r t e d  t h e  d e t a i l s  of  t h e  a b o r t e d  e f f o r t  t o  PRISCO, VISCONTI, 
and CAPPELLI. 

8 .  On J u l y  9 ,  2004, de fendan t  VISCONTI t o l d  d e f e n d a n t  
CAPPELLI what o c c u r r e d  d u r i n g  t h e  a b o r t e d  p l a n  t o  a s s a u l t  EM. 
CAPPELLI i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  he was n o t  happy t h a t  VISCONTI was u n a b l e  
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to see the Brooklyn guy, but VISCONTI and CAPPELLI nevertheless 
discussed a payment of $4,000 by CAPPELLI, who then handed 
VISCONTI an envelope containing an unknown amount of money. 
CAPPELLI told VISCONTI to make sure that defendant PRISCO 
received some of the money. VISCONTI subsequently gave the CW an 
envelope containing $2,500 and told the CW to deliver the 
envelope to PRISCO. 

9. On July 10, 2004, the CW met defendant PRISCO and 
delivered the envelope containing $2,500 which defendant VISCONTI 
had instructed the CW to deliver to PRISCO. The CW told PRISCO 
about the meeting the CW had with VISCONTI and defendant CAPPELLI 
on July 9, 2004. PRISCO responded that sometimes things do not 
work out and that CAPPELLI had to understand as much. 
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